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By now, the existence of the National Science Foundation—sponsored

1

studies of the status of pre-collegiate mathematics, scxence, and social’

studies/socidl science education (Hegelson, Blosser & H/;e, 1977 Stake

& %asley, 1978; Suydam & Osborme, 1977; Weiss, 1978 Wiley, 1977) is,

I assume, well—known among CUFA members. Also E assume thet CUFA members

are generally ‘familar with the iﬁterpretive report on the NSF studies'g

which O L. Davis, Jr., Suzqnne Helburn, and I (1978 1979) prepered as a-

'J'

Nationel'Council for the Socisl Studies'task force. Consequently, I will

not review those documents but discuss .some thoughts stemming from ﬁy

reeding and contemplation of them.

..“" A
Working on the NSF interpretive report was for me one of those in-

stances where a professional experience has a significant effect on‘one's

own professional views. The NSF reports nﬁised perplexing and unsettling p

issues--some of which I have touched on elsewhere (Shaver, 1978 in.press).

It might be more appropriate to say the work surfaced some issues which had

been latent in my thinking as a result of years of working in the public :

- '
schools as a,cprricnlum consultant,-inservice instructor, and as a teac‘er
. <«
at both the junior high and senior high\levels, as well as from a largely
abortive effort, in one of the last of the "New Social Studies” (NSS) pro-

jects of the 1960's (Shaver & Larkins, 1969), to get igto social studies

classrooms materials that would help students learm to analyze public issues.

-

*Paper prepared for a College and University Facdlty Assembly symposium,
The NSF and’ RAND Reports: “Implications for the Social Studies, at the Annual
Meeting of the Natiomal Council for thé Social Studies, Portland, Oregon, /‘

November 20, 1979.
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Organizing my thcughts for this symposium- has been extrenely difficult.

One, reason is that trying to do so has forced me. to recognize more explicitly

1

that some Qf the issuee_raised by the NSF findings and my owyn past experiences ,

are not. entirely clear, much\less resolved, in my own mind. -There ﬁas'been
another difficulty. Trying to step back to looR at one's self{is never an

. : . S

easy taék; self-examination is not only onerous, but threatening. And

that is what many of the findings from the NSF report, and our'(ShaQer,-Davis,,

Helbﬁrn; 1978, 197Y) interpresationg of the findings,.cell for--an inten-

sive re—examination, careful anelysis and re-evaluation, of the role of

-

social studies professors‘and curriculum develqpers.
- Given that thrust and my difficulties in grappling with all the related

lssues, this paper is not so much a carefully reasoned academic document as

.
+

it is a sharing of some'thoughts--not quite random, but not‘yell—formulated

and structured either. What I want to do is sharF some thinking out loud, .

.
~

rather than present a position statement. So, as I ruminate, I hope to

-

A S
\ , ' : .
maintain a tone of reflection, not proclamation; and I urge the listener

(reader) to keep that perspective in mind as a cdorrective for my own lapses.

in intent.
Analytic introspection is not parfi

. - ¥ ] L]

. , or, et least, so the reactions to my critifjue of the social studies prefes-

larly popular among‘one's peers;

sion in my NCSS preeidential address (Shavey, 1977a) have indicated to me.

So, I reiterate here, as I stated there, but\without much hope of sottening

. ‘ . |
the responses, that if I should raise questiops about the gfficacy of‘égcial

\

. studies professors and curriculum developers, 'about their lack of realism

A

in viewiﬁé;their own gﬁst and \ii;ure contributions, and about the likeM-

fiood thaf they will significantly infldence social studies education in the
. ¢




if somewhat tangentially, to that question.

mass of' public schools in the future, T do not exclude myself from the

A —

comments. : o . , S Rt \

;. National Curriculum Projects? -

I am often asked aboﬁt ;he,iﬁplicatiogs of the NSF findings for national

.

curriculum development projects. In fact, such quest;éns have paftitugar

.. . -

poignancy for me--as a person who was involved in one of the first of the
- . . .. o N

.- 'New Social Studies" projects (the,Harya:d Projecﬁ, Oliver & Shaver, 1974),

which has had a fair aiount of acclaim frbm'proﬁeésors and other currieulum
devélébers, as well as froﬁ some teacbers,'buﬁ~which has probably noglhad a
broad effect on schooling; as well as a pq&son-whé éas inv;lveg-in oﬁe‘of,

the last of the NSS projects (the Utah-Statg University-gréjecfjreféfréd to

-

ahovefffrcm which the maﬁerials (Shaver & Larkins, 1973-74), after consider-

able praise from those who attend NCSS meeting.s and read educational journals,

ok . o G A
were not much used in public schools? I have frequently pondered thosei

results ardd what ﬁhey‘might mean for those_of us Iin the role.-of social s:udieé

specialist. Were those+efforts of the 1960's doomed to failure fpomithe

S

‘beginning (at least in terms of the use of materials and techniques by . .

teachers), or did we simply approach our work insensitively, with too little

»

appreciation for the magnitude of the task? The rest of this paper speaks,

“+

A specific question often aéked.of me is whether social studies profes-

" sors and other.curricalum developers should continue to devote effort to

developing national curricula--that is, developing curricula with the intent

"
<

that they be disseminated for use in schools across the country. To some

extent, it is an empty qﬁestian, griven the current lack of government oOr
. ‘ ] . L

foundation funding for such projects. One might, of course, ask whether pro-

fessors and developers should not be mustering influence to have such funding

~

1

o



_reinstated.

course ''that was even remotely in‘the inquiry meode" (p. 11).

In light of-the.low use and apparently low impact of che NSS pro-

- v .

Jects, the unavailability of funding for natianal curriculum progects is’

A}

_prubahly wise. Wiley (1977) has suggested that eVen though low percent-

-

. ages of teachers appear.,to have used the NSS materialSEin their classrooms,

their effect may have been cunsidgféble, because of indirect influences on

the conventional textbooks that continue to dominate social studies instruc-

~ tion., Few systematic studies of textbgok content have been done to determine

i

,1f NSS-influenced shifts in content énd/or'orientation did occur (Wiley,

1977) However, Schneider and Vén Sickle (1979) indicate, based on publishers'’

percentions, that "if the traditional patterns of social studies curriculum .

and instruction underwent dramatic change in the late l9qp s and early

-~

l??Ofs, then clearly there has been retreuchmcnt” (p. 464).

-

, In any'event, the important questicn is not whether textbook content

-

or orientation has changed, but whether, even if such change occurred, thFre

hés been a diffenence genepally in the«expgriences of studénts in social

studies classe eg.The'answer to that appears to be, no. (learly, inquify
. : ' . \

materialsscan be used in‘very non—inquiryﬂhays{ According to the NSF reports, |

high percentages of teachers indicated they neqded}aséistance if they were to

-

change.their'teaching methods to fit inquiry models.. That. need is not sur-

A - ) .

prising in light of the lack uf‘inquiry teaching models to which pfospective

| " ; | .
teachers are exposed from kindergarten through their bachelor degrees, and
even in graduate school. And, the situation holds true in areas other ‘than
social studies. For example, Moore 61978) has noted that the inquiry mate-

rials of the Biological Sciences Curriculum Study were taught in conventional,

non-inquiry ways by teachers who, even in college, had not had a science
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Although there is a ”national curriculum" bé§ed onhtﬁé selection of
'1
textbooks by 1ndividual school districts from a common poel, the opportun-

‘iity to revolutionalize social studies teaching through influencing textbcok

’

v

orientation does not seem tc be high. (See'Schneider and Van Sickle, 1979,

for confirmation of this view.) Of course, attempts to influence'content

Lt
.

should not be abandoned. Some changes have been made in fegard to sexist

"apd ethnic biaégs, and the ccnceptuél adequacy of cantent~migh: be pursued

’ ' "
even more vigorously.. Even in doing that however, it is important to remem-

‘ ber that the textbook must inherently be inadequaté because af :he impossible

demands of encompassing so much‘knpwledge-—e.g,, alk of'world history or )
even American history--wfthin a limited number of pages, which do not increase
. N N \ *
in number as knowledge dogﬁ (see Metcalf, 1963). _
B . o ‘ -
) . ‘

( What Should Be Done?

An important étarting pciﬁt in consideripg the rolg cf'univefsity pro-
fescors and curriculum developers iﬁ social studiesAeducatiOn'ié an admoni-_
tion that extreme cautioh,is called for‘ih drawiﬁg conclusions about hoéﬁa
Erqadly'reform mevemants afféct Americénqsocicl étuaies education. ' The genefal

picture.of social-étﬁdies education is one of great stability (also see Ponder,
: . .

1979). Alfhéugh many individual teachers and some individual districts may
change’ rather strikingly in resﬁbnce to reform movements, the great mass, of

instruction appears to remain largely the same. . As.proféssors and curriculum

*

developers, we ought to be cautious that we do not over-estimate the extent

- -

) . . '
to which social studies teachers generally share our orientations and know-

. . X [ ) 1
ledge, and teach accordingly. I have, for example, been quite}surprised, in

inservice sessiohs in Utah and Kentucky within the last mbnth, at the extent

) - . N
of teachers' texgbook-facused,‘traditional views of what should be taught in

3

- . .
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." .social studies. The teachers"’ almost ﬁpéal lack of recognition of the
"big ﬁames” in:tné field, such as Koﬁlbe;g and'evep Sid SimSn, was even
‘somewhat nhexpecteﬁ. Too cften, I.helieQe, professors and cﬁrficulum
develpperé bagg-ou£' opinions,as'to'wﬁat\is,going on in social éfﬁdies
oh our cont;cts with~"f{§nt;running" teachérséapd.districts thréugh consult~

ing work, .graduate courses, and interactions at professional meetings, such

.as this annual meeting of NCSS..

f L]

-«

0f course, it isﬂexciting to work withwinﬁbvative diétricts'and teachers,
and I would not want to sound negative t:owardsuch\effm.:ii;1 _Especially in
iight of the overall stability.of social studies, sustaine

’ .

work with individual districts or schools takes on special importance. ;_

or - intensive

But, an answer to the major question as to what attempts should be made to
influence the great mass of social studies education depends to seme extent

AT ) ! estimates of likeiy success. Ovér~0ptimism about our influence will onl?

.

‘serve to dull the incisiveness and self-scrutiny with which we should approach

3 1

- . .

Sucthuestidns. Ahd it may détef us from more efforts more limitedlin_scape‘
e &high may adtually have greater potential for pay-off..
The té%dency'to see the social studies world through rose~colored, or,

for édme, tear stained, glasses is related to what I take to be thé most

»

. . . . & .
important issue the N@F reports raise for sotial studies. professors and ‘
curriculum developers--do we need to re-—examine our own frames of reference?

&
Members of CUFA are perhaps tired of hearing about the "mindlessness' of’

American education (Silberman, 1970) and, in particular, about the mindless-—

ness of social studies educataon (Shaver, 19773X. Nevertheless, the NSF
. . . L . i

report indicates that mindlessness-—-general lack of thought about purpose

. . . A .
. - and about how method and content affect purpose-~should still be a central

I

concern -among social studies educators. We should address the need
~ ’ B : ’ ) * #

e
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o ' ‘ : Y ‘ 0\ _ . ‘ .
.. :  for careful.thought about assumptions at two levels. ' v,
.- ’ . ' R C ) ) ' . N ) .
Certainly, one level that demands our attention has to Jo with what goes .
on in the publiec schoels. Teachers are not very reflective abput;ﬁhat they-:‘

teach or about Qhat,theyfdo generall§ in the school, and about the effects

-

on stuﬁents; Gneparticularly'important example of this comes'trem the NSF -

. studies of status. . On the one hand, teachers are upset by-the‘general lack
-

- of student mﬁtivatlon-nln social studies, one would have to eay the general.

‘beredom of stndents——buth on the ather hand teachers generally do not consider
‘." B ‘r'

that studeat attitudes tGward schdol and indivldual subjeet area ‘might be ;
',a function of the general.teed!ook; recitaticnr nenlncuiry, nodparticipatory.
‘approaeh to inetructien thch atedeminates,.'Thehnotibn of teacher.as _
phifosopher, ae an active exaniner cf questions about aims and the relatioa
. - of practice to a‘ims, which Dewey (1964, PP. 16-19) advocated (see Shaver, 1977¢), N
. ‘ .
. has not. permeated American education in general nor social studles education

. . U - ‘ N
. , § ; . NN
R

lh partlcular. : . . .

- . The lack of teacher-phrlosephersfleads, in my mind, dlrectly to a con- : 1
sideratlon.oﬁ}teaeher'eduéation--the other level where attentioh te assump- L
tians.ls badly needed.f'It is net only that education, pre-collegrate and
collgéiate generally tends to be ”fact -leden, thh teachers exposee-to.

n few examples of scholars inquiring about thelr fields of study, much less

about the assumptioas underlying what they de;’but that, in my-experlehce,
few teacher‘edacation programs, uﬁdergraduate or‘gradhate, direct themeelves

'explicitly to the task of helpihg teachers explicate and examine'their own

assumptions. Philosophy courses, when prospective and in-service teachers
- . - .« 8
'3 N L] -

do take them, most often seem to focus on learning about philosophy, not,on
T - doing one's own phllosophy. Curriculuh and methods courses tend to be .a

series of how-to-do-its, with the prospective or in-service teacher exposed.




. /- T : | _g- L .

to different techniques and‘meterials, but rarely acquainted with or forced’

"y ‘ to deal with questionsvaﬁout the assumptions underlyi@g‘the various techi

: - _ ‘ , ‘
* niques and materials end how those assumptions relate to the teacher's

".beliefs about society,.school and students. Incorporeting the doing of

'3

philosophy (which is what Dewey advocated)--what I and chers have called L g'
rationale«building, (e g., Shaver, 1977b Shaver & Strong, 1976)——into

o , - teacher education does, I believe, have the potential for a major impact on
* N b - .

Q‘

, secmal studies educatlon in this. country

» e L]

0f course, there is no guarantee that the outcome of teachers philosophiz~-

‘ ; ing would be the one whichﬁue unlversity professors might desire. But then

2 L

. . ‘ Dewey (lgﬁl) did caution us that if we efgage students in thinklng, there is
a certain danger because we cannot guarantee_what the outcome will be.

A proposal to focus on teachers as doers of phllosophy also raises a

-

_ seriOus question as to -when teacher education should.occur. I have reser-
‘ - . . ’ . -«
" wvations about our attempts gg education people to be teachers prior to their .

~gaining experience as téachers. To ask prospecbive teachers to, think deeply
A C- . ’\ . p

about their aims and thetelation of'p;actice to aims prior ¢ - real teaching

{n schools,;means that the desirad thinking 1is not likely to occur pecause

- [ >
| P -

the experience necessary for a ”felt" problem w111 be lacking (see, e. -8

&

Dewey, 1933, -p. 99, 1961, pp, 155-6). As Dewey g 1933, ' 1961). has cautioned >

) R . .
. ‘us, we cannot impose problems, and experience and thought lead to learning;
. { ‘. . , - . .
. £ A
A ' {f separdted, the result is artificiality.

Some'teacher‘educatiOn progrems. soch'as ouraelementany educatio
gram at Utah State Univeristy, have attempted to,cope wite ﬂuatconceptoalize—
tion of learning by engaging studeﬁts.in in;troctionel-type activities at‘an
- - . ’ . | .

. i eatly stage?in their coliegiate careers. For example, at USU, studeots who

-intend to major in elementary education are involved in tutcfing students as
_ ; . .

[y

10
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. o « )

sopﬁi?ofes,moviug toward greater involvement through other activities,

-culminating with student teaching during-their senior yeaf. -chever, I
O ) have reservatlons as to the effectiveness of such approaehes. - Is there a

’ substitute Per that gross lmpact of , facing, at the elementary laevel, 25
to 35-students_all uay long,iot, at the §ecand8ry level,‘five to’six dif-l

ferent classes of 30 to 40 students(each during the day over months and -,
years. Althaugh other types of contacts with students may help one to decide | /

whether he or she really enjoys working with youngsters and wants ta be . 9

~ _
_ a teacher,_thexe,is, in my judgment, no equivalent_to the ' real" classroom,-

¢« ~ oL o . ‘ P -

Teachers who have taught for. two or more years and faced the-problems of

A

management and boredom, I find, are often.eager to examine the assumptions

from which they are opeteting, to help students but also to maké their own
! ' ’ . . ’ R

2 ‘ , : , . e

‘day~by-day -existence in the elassroom less trying. On the other hand, pro-

*

' spective or neophyte teachers often do not see the significance of questions

! . - . -
- 4 . - t

about aip$ and about how method and content affect aims. ' o

, . - -
Shouldn't ‘much less time be put into pre-service teacher educ¢ation—- ;
N . . ) . $ . R /

using it only to prepare teachers for the ginimal requirements of lesson

planning and classroom management (the: latter is proEably the more import-/
. . X o P Y "“\ N ; ‘-

. ant, and now tends to get very little attenfion in teacher education pro-’

[}

grams), saving most, of the exposure to various teachiné techniques and. .
curriculum methods, as well to a very strong emphasis on doing philosophy, -

for in-service teachers? This would; of course, require major reorganiza-

. ¢
¢ "\ tion of most teacher education programs. But if professors would then use

4 . the teachers' experience-based co&qerns as an entree to the comsideration

-

'of what can be done to make SOCial studies education more meaningfui both

to students and the society, the effects on schoallng might ‘be qulte impressxve *

-

* . e
. " T*Lf we take John.Dewey seriously, the ecriteria his writlugs suggest- for
ljudglng ‘the appropriateness of instructional-learning arrangements are no more
applied, and probably no more Hifficult to apply, at the university teacher
preparation level than has been the case with the inquiry-oriented NSS mate-
“rials and methods at the elementary and secondary educational. levels. °

,“ R 11, | :\/

1
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Of course, any discussion of teacher edugation, incleéiné the lack of ;
. ' . §

N +

exposure of prospective‘end in-service teachers to models of inquiry teach-
. . .. Iy ¢ ' ’-_

ing~-must recognize that most of the"collegiate education of teachers, at

least at the Bachelorws févelf takes place outside of: colleges of education.

% v

Hgg@to influence the rest of the university, even how to ldentify poneduca-

. tion courses that will give education students apprnp7iace intellectual
experiences and how to insure that edq;ation students take those. ccurses,

are averwhe}ming questions.- To a large’extent we are caught within' a f

traditional inflexible instltutlon whiqh is probably not appropr1ately

[y

oriented ér ‘organized forf the t;aining of elementary-and secondary.schpol

-

. . . ‘ - E
teachers--nor of university teachers for that matter. But, the recognition

of our institutiohal ‘const}aints puts univeeeity professors'fe,a éesition
very analogbu; to that of the public.EEh"l‘teacﬁei:-a‘situation whicﬁ has
. probably not eeen frequently enough recqgniéed,ané‘aealt withw3§ univereity
'professérs‘and curriculum developers in gocial studies. | ’
Jdrlier T alluded to tw; levels et whicﬁ'the deing of philosophy is
needed: 'éne is- the ievel of the.precticing‘publicfsche;l teeghef; the
other ié the level of the praeti;ingfuniveéeit§eprofes§or a;& cufrigﬁlum -
developer. A’gurthe;iindieatibn ogjthe'need for the examinatioe'of aims and

-

.alm-practice relationships by those of us who ire social studies uﬁiVErsity‘

LRI
professpr—currieqlum_developer tvpes struck me in-reading the NSF

. L N .
studies and doing*the interpretive report. Despite the fact that many pro-

~

fesqors have etcellent warking relationshlps with some teachers snd school

districtg) generelly'there tends to be a schism between tedchers, on.the

" [N

one.hand, and professors and curriculum developers, on the other. The
‘cleavage should be of great concerf to CUFA members. It suggests #hat our
efforts at examining assumptions may not have been sufficiently prevaL%nt‘

-~
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. A‘major symptom of the schism between social-studiES'teaChers and R

professors and curriculum’developers is that teachera perceive the pro- . .

- ‘ . ~ R -, . e« 7
- _ fessors ‘and developers as trying,to perpetrate views;of teaching that do not /
4 T, s : ~ . .
- : adequately take into account the. realities of the elaSSroom. ~Social studies
. . =
» 1 L} N L) { - I
professors and developers tend to. foqus on conceptual structures for in- = .

2 b e
e -

struction and on teaching techniques that we think will not only excite and 'j‘- “
. _ interest students, but.develop their independent thinking (even action)*
. \(‘,4‘ "( .. | T v"-. . ) _ . L >
T competencies. Teachers, on the other hand, tend td&™Youcs on how to nanage

3

and control students, with content viewed not.. only as.a tool for attaining

- B cognitive teaching objectives but for managing restless and disruptive -
. , = . ) .‘:’ (...‘ " . - . . . . 75_«‘_'_-
‘students. N . e - _ e
¢ l - } . . . ‘% v - e (‘f . . ,

.One might argue that'the teachers' view simply. reflects defensiveness and

L ‘lack of thought and "1f they were eﬁposed t@ ‘the kind of contemplation about
. & - / .
purpose and how technique and content affect purpose which I advodated abovei .

they would see the error}of,thiig,yays and use the freedom that they really have .

. I am not convinced that they would, because the assumption of error misses the mark.

-

S University‘professors and ourriculpm developers frequently do not have S

N K

much real-time experience in the classroom. It is one thing to drop in once
in a while to teach & class, or even to teach a.class for(a‘week or two. It .~

is another thing to teach full days for a few weeks (or, even better, for

£ s . A

~ o a year) But this still does not equal the experience of teaching year after

¢

year with no escape back to the university or to the curriculum development SRS

r
i - P —

laboratory. For one thing, university professors and curriculum develdpers
: 7

'teaching in schools do not need to.feel particularly constrained by local

o

‘ ~institutional limits, excépt as a matter of courtesy for being allowed into
. & N . . : .

v+ the building or district to try out their ideas. To the oontrary;

*

3 ™ -

e
o
s
D



© materials requiring such.teznniﬂyes have made impossible demands. More-

Sof! cher teachers, the principal students, parents, and the community«—

> ¢

om0

. o .'H. L | 1g- : ‘. ) - -~ }‘ \

teachers feel very much conetrained by fnstitutional limits——the Judgments

<
~ . . - l

for this.is the social system whuﬂugi&esmeaning to their lives.

- If we are to have any great influence on social\studies education, or

. T ¥ g

even if our pookets of influence are to be as effective as possible, we.. °*

- . -

'need. to take into accirnt ‘more carefully the reality of the settiug Eithin
‘e - P N )

which teaching\actually occurs, and ask more insightful questions about how

*
i

our 1nnovat1ve suggeetions in regard -to content and methodology relate to . -
. . : R ; -

om management_and‘control needs of the teacher. And those needs

P

' must be seen not just 1n ‘the context of having to deal WLth groups of >

students, but in the broader context of . operating &ithin a social system which
. -
‘controls very important sanctions for teachers. Teachers have not had

adeQuate.training ininquiry,reciprocative teaching techniques; so new

rs

OVer, we must ask if there is not validity to the teachers ¢laim that many

P

of the techniques and content orientations of curriculum reffrmers simply
: ' o4
' do¥not recognize‘the demands of classroom management ‘and of dbntent dover-

-

age which teachers face.

In qddition,*is there not{validity to the institution constraints
teachers feel? School nrincipals and other teWeders stress the importance'

bf orderliness, and one 1is not judged positivel? fpr producing thoughtful

activist students, but for haging a quiet classroom and producing studenﬁe
o [ } ' L4 -

', who know how to behage in the next grade. Other teachers, and parents -

u. N : .t., ’
as well, ask for the teachihg of cont®ent, not .for inquiry. And, in fact,

- N : N t

. parents and other members of the local commutity are likely to look with

i L e
suspicion end<iistasteon the attinpts of a teacher to teach students to be

-

-

. critdical, outspoken obServers of the community or the school These ‘views

<

.. . -

&
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;

society, sp& consideretion ‘of them raises serious ‘questions sbout what '

philosophical and psychological balancing of, teachers loyalities—~between “
. N -

. the desires of the local community, of which they desire to be a part, on

.

,‘\wthe one héndﬁ‘and.the value commitments-and:policies of thejbroader societj,

on the‘other—eis propet. And it taises serious iseues in regsrd to the

~

rights of parents'in the education ,of their children—-Such as were rsised

.by }aypersons during the MACOS eontroversy but, in my opinidn not recognized

and adequately considered b§ the ‘social studies intelligensis. The. expli~
? M - .
. Y

cation and exploration of such issueshssnot had sufficient attention,.snd~

-

is an’ extensive undertaking beyond the scope of this brief psper.

-
It, seems importsnt to note anjther b331u cnnflict in views which is

one more source of teachers disenchsntment with professars and developersm

It can be posed in termSAOf the dilemme_ghich Berlhk ,(1977) posed well: :

B
s

The conflict which sny'society‘faces-—but uartiCularly.s democratic one

:, . o o ) .- : . . . Y i
sueh as ours, Jomm{t ted to-th@’iuvolvement of -individuals in the important‘

v

»ﬁecisions that affect them—~betweeh the. need for stability and continuity,

on the one hand, and prcgress on the’cther: The first requiring commitment,

arid the second réquiring creative, critical thinkers. Although the two

needs are not competely incompatible, to soge extent they place conflitting .

-

demands on the schools. ‘%Fople can be both coﬁhitted and c:estive and criti—

cal, And, of course, cogmitment underlies,creativity‘and criticality—-

A

- commitment to rertain modes of thought and to values such as openness and,

truthfulness. At .the same time, commitment can Be ratiodnally based, as

-

Oldenquist (1879) has argued eloquently That is, values are--in tigt must

.

rf
-be, in a soaiety in which individual dignity s an ideal—-ratianslly Justi—

fiable as part of the educative prdcessi Nevertheless, ptactioneri and

%

| ! . e
~conf1ict with'prsfessorsf conceptue}izationsfof citizenship in a demacrstic
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. ] . o
73thersibonce:ned.with schooling may view continuity-progress-as,e

[ N ’ “. . . .

dichotomy, or short of that, may choose to place major emphasis on one or

£,

_the other. S . ’ . R

. Social.stuﬁies professors and curriculum developefs'tend to be intellec— =
' - . - \ - .

’

tually‘orienﬂ!d,,or they would not have chosen to work in an academic setting.

In my expetience:.theﬁ tend to eschew emotive commitment and feeiing'as

'S 3 - -

somehow'belittlipg toﬂonerwith intelleotual interests, even ignoting'the

- ~
. .

emotive .commitments that underlie theircown work. 'They tend to be liberal~1

not in the political sense, although perhaps that, too-xin the sense of “‘N
]

feeling free, and wenting to free others, from irrational constraints on
&
their thought (as in “liberal"'e&ucation), and in the sense of favoring refonm

.

and prbgress,' especially-emphasizing personal freedom and the values of
tolerance and-open-mludedness. Sodial studies curricular reforms tend. to o

.reﬁlect tﬁat orientatidn. Materials seek_to,prepare students‘to think, to
analyze and criticize, to be effective demenders of change. Onxthe(other .
: . . .
hand social Studles teachers, functioning in an order~oriented institution
. K . ks

(to what extent, legitimately, because of the ¢emands of coping with large'

3
pumbers of young people and with a perce1ved~~real?——mandate to socialize

the masses to live im and with constraining siépetlons as adults?) and living

N as members .of éommunities in which the velues of conformity andrtranquility

. L. . . -

dominate, temd mogravitate toward continuity end of the dilemma. While
o . N S

.university professors advocate the teaching of controversial issues, teachers .
tend not.to be very concerned about such‘teaching; nor to feel that they are .
unjustifiblyconstrainedfrom dealing with such issues Teachers accept as

an important part of their role the socialization of students in the sense B _
- / . . . P -
of helping them to learﬁ to get‘along in institutions‘thet demand conformity. .. o

Such socializatiouwin school is seen.as important in itself (so that students

o
12

6
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of students is threatening), and as 'a basis for. learning how to

- =15~

will behave in onefs own classroom, so- that you will not be negativelv P

| judged by the principal and other teachers, and, in the context of the

ootal school becausethe potential impact of rowdy, eut-of~control masses

o

- C »
get along in life~~particular1y i the economic domain where employers tend

-

not to like dissiéent, challenging employees.

Moneover, teachers seem tossnsethe validity of Myrdal s (1944) reminder

?

tbat emotive_commitment to_the basic values of the society_is thé cement -

-'that'holds the'society together. University profesSors, from thei?xgwn ' r-

academic or scholarly frames of reference, tend to be- concerned about the
validity of social studies content and with ways to help students learn to
investigate the validityeof ‘content. Teachers tend to judge the validity of
content from a different perspective—-that is, does it help to create a ¢
positive aura in regard to our country s history and political institutions.
of course,_that is not the school teacher' s exclusive criterion for content
validity, but it is apparently a major one. In this sense; too, the orienta—
tions of professors and curriculum developers, on the one hand, .and'teachers,

o

on the other, are quite discrepant. ‘ ‘ ‘ S

L3
R LR
s »

Recognition of teachers' orientations in regard to conforming behavior ¢ s
and‘instilling values is not‘enough We must examine carefully the validity“
of their position, recognizing that it does reflect the desireS(thhe communi~
ties in which they teach. That\is, the mass ‘'of American people (like

mathematics and science teachers) do believe that commitment to 'American

values" 1is important. Findings such ds these suggest to me, tnless one takes

.'f

a completely elitist view that the masses cannot validly comprebend the needs

¥

*~ ' .
of their own society and subsocieties, that the common assumption gmong

-professors and curriculum developers that any instilling of commitment 1is

*

ir
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unjustifiable indoctrination (see Snook, 1972) must be'{e-examined. Even

~Lawrence Kolhberg (Muson, 1979), along with abandoningtﬂu&Stage 6 level

-
of moral reasoning (Kotherg, 1978; Muson,'1979), has decided thatrinstil-

- ling emotive commitment is not only acceptable but essential.~,(Also see,’

Oldenquist, 1979, on this point.) My nosition-has‘been-fonﬁé number of

years--as I‘believe Oliver and I made'quite clear in‘Teaching Public‘IsSUes

i

~ .

in the High School (Oliver and Shaver, 1974)--that emothe commitment is non

only essential to the survival of the society,‘but toﬁ tablishing a conteﬁt

Y

‘of common affect within whichnmaningfuldialogue, argumentation, and even

confrontation, can occur; and tha{ teachers are obligated to Support,

~

e'ven' ‘J.nstill c'ommitment to our basic political values, using rational

means to the extent possible and 1ncreasingly with the intellectual develop- -

-

went of students, and avoiding the, 1nculeetion of specific value definitions,v
Y

alue judgments, or choices between conflicting values (Shaver & Strong, 1976)

In short, it appeers‘tb me that professors of social,studies education

and curricnlum developers may have gﬁilen‘nrey to the same schglscentrism which .
"‘ ) ,_bf‘ .

I, in 1967, attributed to those in the soeial scienees and history Again,

to refer to. De&ey (1933 P. 62), there is a ne%d for us to .take care that our

‘“scholarly studies and orientetions havenot isolated us intellectually from

the ordinery affairs of life" in the, schools witH‘the result that we may

¢

have become inept at recognizing.the practical state of affairs and in

¢

" reaching reasonable conclusions ‘about them. " Have weé become so egotistically

e
3

engrossed in odr own intellectualieing that we fail to comprehend the #;2“A-FP—N

realistic demands on schools as societal institutions, and thus~alienate
. : N

-teachers and isolate ourselves from them (Dewey, 1933, p. 62)? Do we need -7

L . . . . ) .

to be more careful about our assu&ptions and mere self-consciocusly philosoph-

ical about our activitiés? How do you react to the claim that to reject ~

out-of-hand the teacher’s point of view toward conformity and commitment as

)
&

&iaf
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Y
irrational, unreasonable, and invalid because it is a respounse to institu~-

€

- tional demands is not only unrealistic, intellectually unsoun%, and dys—

functional in terms of our efforts to 4nfluende schooling, but‘indicative

of our own lack of: attention to the, matter which should pnohably engro4s

g : .
e - the greatest proportion of sour efforts as educators of teachers—-thet is,
T - the doing of philosophy and the: educatiOn of teache(s to be doers of - .
. . . _ R
‘ . . ) * . 4 . L
L %h&lbsophy? L I Ll e - .
Cy ‘ . _ : e
- { ' In our - attempts to influence social studies education havewe paid suffi-

. cient attention to the sociaL system within which. the teacher operates?n'lt is

a SQcial;system in which proﬁessors and;cnrriculnm developers‘ire not very
_ S ' o o o N - s . .
important othexs,'and-one that does not provide incentives for innovation = ;

-and risk—taking The assnrence of ‘a captive clientele ane aﬁseniority.'
' rather than a merit base for flnancial remunéyation hsrdly encourage change.
The principal, one of the,most important persons in the teacher 8 social

e *é) system, tends tn be geared toward orderliness. And curriculsr chenges~theﬁ '
) I
¥ © - 8O against the values of the local community (which usually do not fnclude' ,
an emphasis on questioning of tradition, dissidence,:activism) result inJ

¢

conflict, the very thing which administrators want to avoid (Boyd, 1979)

Other teachers, who appear to be the most important source of teaching advice

' . N " «

r

foEIthe indivi@ual teacher, look askance on teachers who do new things,

' especiallysif it appears that the result will'be‘either students who are

1. . ~ o

harder to control or students who will not "know"' the‘things‘they need to
know in courses that follow--including both ”hasic_information" and how to
study from printed material Students, too, are a conservative inﬁluence

PR 3 on teachers. Students come to classes with expectations hased on thein
' r L] -
., own past schooling experiences. ‘Attempts to depart from their traditional

view of schooling in which teachers have the right answers and students \




~

St

'thié étate of affairs;
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~ . L
-

figure out what those.right answers are and feed them back can be discon-
‘. ' A ‘

¢

certing for stﬁdehts and teachers alike (sée.Rudduck, 1979).
‘ - S o _i‘ S - - ‘
Perhaps the toughes:.realipy of all is fhat profé%sors_and curriculum

. b : b

developers are,not a very important part of the teachers' social system. -
. c ) )

- X . DY

We have few incentives or sanctioms of interest to them. We can lament

We can even ask how we can bypass the apparent L

Lo

- constraints.. Bﬁt to dq either would be'dysfuhctional. Teachers do make "¢-

their teaching‘choices‘in(the‘éoﬂkext,gf,Ehe,ihcéntives and sgnctions of

the schooling institution and the broader social system within which they
e ' : 38 | o SRELE

live. The challenge is to consider which-of the constraints are legitimate--

: L L : i Lo ' ' T S
the other side ‘'of that question is, of coursey which of our views as univer—

. ag T ' : ' - : :
- sity professors and curriculum developers need.to be modified?~-and-to what

extent curricular reform as we euvision it is Possible, and, even more import-

) . N ¢ . . k . ’ .
ant, desirable. The need for such inquiry on our part, going to thewvery:

<

- roots  of oux profeSsiénal ives, 1§“the majdf implication‘which Iﬁgeg from . -

" ¥
-

the NSF studies of status:of social studies édpcaqian. , y S -

.

1A

N
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